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and moral substance of modernism. This is most clearly stated in Le Corbusier 's 1925 book L'art decorative d'aujourd'hui, in which he examines the objects of contemporary everyday life and condemns those that have ornate decoration. He reads such decoration as a 'mask' that alienates the object from its user, creating a nostalgia that disguises its true origin and function. In his repudiation of the visual confusion and alienation that he believed ornamental surfaces promoted, Le Corbusier advocated the whitewashing of architecture, both inside and out. The white surface for Le Corbusier (1987 Corbusier ( (1925 functioned like 'an x-ray of beauty' and 'eye of truth' disclosing new aesthetic potentials of unadorned, mass-produced, functional objects of modern metropolitan life.
Modernism's journey from the drawing boards and manuscripts of designers to the interiors of twentieth-century homemakers was by way of a range of representational media each elaborating those associated with the emergent nineteenth-century domestic interior. The reproduction 'ideal home' or 'show home' was significant in this regard, and played an important part in disseminating modernism's radically new design and living principles (Chapman and Hockey 1999 , Chapman 1999 , Clarke 2001 , and specifically in relation to Singapore Baydar Nalbantoglu 1997). In Britain, for example, the model home and the home show gained new prominence not only through massively popular events like the Daily Mail Ideal Home Exhibitions, begun in 1908, but also the plethora of other more minor home shows and design displays (Chapman 1999 , Woodham 2004 . In practice, modernist visions always jostled with existing practices and preferences, coming to be reshaped by distinctive national contexts and specific state and private sector agencies. Indeed, as much recent research has shown, the coherence of the modernist vision did not ensure it replaced earlier configurations of domestic space or pre-existing home styling practices. Modernism as a practised style of home making did not do away with the complex processes by which style ideals, homes and homemaking subjects co-produced each other. Indeed, modernism generated new subjectforming possibilities that drew together in novel assemblages not only residents, designers, magazines, show homes, and new building technologies, but also existing housing fabric, inherited objects, persistent nostalgias and existing grammars for domestic living. It is not our intention to recount in detail the growing research that has accounted for how modernist domestic architectures have been lived (see as examples Boudon 1979 , Miller 1988 , 2001b , Attfield 1989 , Gullestad 1992 , Chua 1996 , Buchli 1999 , Llewellyn 2004 . However, we would like to note some distinctive analytical threads in relation to the ways in which the lived modernist domestic interior has been explained. In the first instance, there is a tendency to always position modernism, at least in the first instance, as belonging to visions and structures external to those of the householder themselves. For example, in the work of Gullestad (1992, 77) ideas of modernism belong in the hands of planning and architectural professionals who are responsible for what she refers to as 'the almost mute' outsides of houses. Domestic modernism is further caricatured as inserting itself into the daily lives of householders either by stealth, through the constraints imposed by modernist built fabric, or by force, in the case of state-provided modernism. For example, Buchli's (1999) study of architectural modernism in the Soviet shows how the 'domestic front' became a 'locus of battle' against petit bourgeois values, such that 'homemaking' and 'taste' became legitimate concerns for the state (41), justifying interventions in everything from levels of light to the necessity for ' de-artifactualisation' (140-149) . Such interpretations tend to externalise the origins of the idealised domestic modern such that the reality of a lived modern must always be a matter of 'internal' reaction: 'accommodation', 'interpretation', 'adaptation', 'adjustment' 'appropriation', 'resistance'. As stated in our opening sections, we would wish to assume a more complicated relationality between the agents that make the modern interior, such that the home is more properly understood as 'both the source and the setting of mobility and change ' (Miller 2001a, 4) , a multimedia event that entangles design ideals, the materiality of things, rules and regulations, with individual and collective effort.
Turning houses into homes in post-independence Singapore
Much has been written about the unique public housing provision programme of postindependence Singapore and in what follows we confine our attention to those aspects of the existing scholarship that bear upon the place of the interior and the role of interior styling. The structure and style of housing provision in Singapore animated the interior of flats in a very specific way, such that home-making became not simply something that residents did within the freedom of their own home, but a matter of state concern and effort. The HDB began its task of 'housing a nation' as a fledgling post-independence bureaucracy, having assumed the responsibility of housing provision from the colonial Singapore Improvement Trust. The post-independence Singaporean state invested heavily in highrise modernist housing but did so for reasons that went far beyond a social welfare commitment to provide 'decent shelter' (Castells, Goh and Kwok 1990, 303) . Housing provision was a key mechanism in the making of modern Singapore: politically, culturally and economically. Chua (1997) has observed that the commitment to universal provision meant that housing came to operate as a 'covenant' between people and government, with 'continually upgraded' housing offered in exchange for political support for the People's Action Party (PAP).
PAP, he argues, secured its long-term political legitimacy by way of its commitment to 'universal' housing provision, giving Singapore a unique political stability if debated model of democracy (see also Lim 1989) . Housing also provided a tool for the cultural integration of the nation. By applying specific formulas of multi-ethic mixing in blocks and estates, the HDB provided a crucial mechanism for engineering a well-integrated, multi-ethnic Singapore (Lai 1995). And, perhaps most significantly, housing provision was an intrinsic part of the emergent 'developmental state': lowering costs of living, developing urban infrastructure, directing capital formation (through compulsory savings), and providing employment opportunities (Castells, Goh, Kwok 1990 ).
The prioritising of development was a hallmark of post-independence Singapore and combined local agendas with more worldly aspirations linked to the international economy (Kong 2000, 411) . A pragmatic reasoning often justified activities undertaken in the name of development, and a specific imperative was given to development itself by the uncertainty surrounding post-independence Singapore's chances of 'survival' as a viable social, economic and political entity (Castells, Goh and Kwok 1990, 190) . During this period the state cultivated 'a continual sense of crisis and urgency' in relation to which it could justify exercising exceptional powers, not least of which was the decommodification of land in Singapore which allowed compulsory acquisition for the purpose of any development deemed to be in the national interest (Perry, Kong and Yeoh 1997, 6, see also Chua 1997) . Clancy (2004) , for example, has noted that Singapore's post-independence housing programme was justified explicitly by the diagnosis of a 'housing emergency'. Landmark events, such as the 1961 fire in the 'squatter village' of Bukit Ho Swee, which left hundreds homeless, were used by the state to underline both the 'necessity' of housing modernisation, as well as the its ability to tackle the problem quickly and efficiently (Clancey 2004, 45; see also Chua 1989) . But Singapore's housing 'emergency' was more profoundly embedded in official adjudications that existing housing (be that kampung, shop house or squatter settlement) was inappropriate: because not modern, falling short of standards of sanitation, exhibiting overcrowding, forcing 'inappropriate' activities onto the street, or harbouring subversive or illegal activities (including communist activities) (see Kong and Yeoh 1994) . As such, re-housing was foundationally conceived of by the state as a developmental journey: from 'back then' to 'right now', from 'uncivilised' to 'civilised', from 'pre-modern' to 'modern'. The HDB's wholehearted embracing of highrise modernism as the architectural style for its housing programme was also justified pragmatically rather than aesthetically or ideologically (Luck 2004 (Tan et al. 1985, 56) and 'handicaps', and admitting the 'belief' held by 'some sociologists' that highrises contribute to a 'sense of isolation', practical reasoning nonetheless led inexorably upward:
The HDB has taken from the start a realistic and pragmatic stand by deciding that, in order to house every citizen decently, the residential density must be high. In order to sustain a high standard of living conditions, the dwelling units must be as large as the applicants can afford. To meet the criteria of high-density and large flats, the buildings have to be high-rise' (Lui 1989, 8) .
In Housing a Nation (1985) the official narrative makes clear the fine-grained effort the HDB put into over-coming problems that were already evident in the highrises of Tan 1998, Ching and Tyabji 1991) .
HDB tenants, and others wishing to enter HDB housing, could not only pay their monthly mortgage through their CPF, but also call upon it for the initial 20% down payment. In the year following the opening of the CPF monies to aspirant home owners, the applications to buy HDB flats tripled from 2384 to 7407, while applicants to rent almost halved (Castells, Goh and Kwok 1990, 233) . By 1970 some 63% of all public-housing applicants applied to buy (Chua 1986, 23) and by 1979 61% of the 337, 247 units of the HDB were owner-occupied (Castells, Goh and Kwok 1990, 236 limited opportunities were opened up for owners to sell on their homes to others eligible for public housing, and at a price agreed upon between seller and buyer.
Capital gains acquired through the sale could be used to buy into a better flat or, if the vendor elected to downgrade, be realized as profit. Although selling on could only be done once (thus preventing the public stock being used for speculation), it did convert the HDB flat into an 'investment good' from the point of view of residents (Chua 1997, 24) . 
Entering the Singapore Interior
In this model of housing provision the responsibility for the finishes and look of interiors had a specific structure. Apart from selected blocks, all HDB flats were built with the expectation that residents would finish and furnish the interior of the flat themselves. And from the 1970s, when the Home Ownership Scheme was introduced, the large majority of flats had only basic 'fixtures and finishes' inserted by the HDB in order to ensure minimal standards of comfort and sanitation (sinks and toilet) and to protect the main structure from water damage (tiling in the wet areas). Indeed, as home-ownership took off there was more dissatisfaction with the basic HDB finishes.
Residents routinely worked over existing finishes and fixtures or removed them. To avoid 'wasting' labour and materials the HDB switched to offering flats that were simply 'a bare carcass', a 'shell with cement rendered walls and hollow block walls Chua 's (1997, 1999) sustained interest in the sociology and politics of housing provision in Singapore has included some of the most detailed political and ethnographic accounts. Having conducted a path-breaking longitudinal study of a community's movement from kampung to a highrise, his work also includes what was then rare attention to the detail of how residents lived in the newly acquired flats. For example, Chua observed how individual households were forced to restructure their 'symbolic universe' and 'cultural practices' upon making the move from more traditional dwelling types to the 'standardised' units of the modernist HDB flats.
Adjustment to resettlement was, he argued, 'often hindered by restrictive regulations'
imposed by the HDB. These regulations are, in turn, often determined by 'the values behind the architectural designs…embedded and inscribed in the…standardised dwellings' (Chua 1996, 6-7) . Chua proceeds to give a specific example of this problem:
'For example, architectural modernism demands that the façade of a block be maintained in uniform colour for visual consistency, reducing residents' freedom to choose the colours of their dwellings. Structural elements that fix the layout of the housing unit itself cannot be tampered with, radically reducing the residents' ability to redeploy the interior spaces provided for them. The restrictions make it difficult for affected households to break away from the monotony of the standardised housing units and transform them into individual "homes". As the home is tied to the identity of a household, freedom to individualise will undoubtedly affect the satisfactory adjustments of the occupants'.
Despite these limits, Chua (1996) has documented in detail one particular type of intervention made by tenants to the standardised flats, this being the cultural Castells, Goh and Kwok, drawing on newspaper reports of the time, explain this enthusiastic investment in decoration on the poor quality of the finishes and basic fittings of HDB flats in the 1970s. What is certain is that there was an increasing mismatch between the quality and style of the interior provided and the interior aspirations of residents. As they note, 'many spent more than what the flat cost to create not just a comfortable home but a luxurious flat' (265). Indeed, so extensive was the investment of residents in the interiors of their flat there was concern that the cost of public housing was 'indirectly' being inflated by 10% to 30%. Furthermore, in the mid 1980s when a task force was established to inquire into the causes of the economic recession of 1985-6, it was the collective and individual over-investment in the housing sector that came under specific scrutiny. According to that task force, by the mid 1980s it was conservatively estimated that an average of 37% of Singaporean's income was spent on buying a home, housing related services (such as insurance, maintenance, tax, utilities), and renovating. Not only was spending excessive, but so too was the aesthetic effect. As Castells, Goh and Kwok (1990, 323) note, because homebuyers did not need to draw from their own savings to purchase a flat (drawing instead on CPF savings) they ' lavishly spent their savings or even obtained loans to renovate and furnish their flats in an ostentatious manner'. So worrying was this excessive expenditure on home improvements, the task force warned that the ability of the CFP to fund old-age pensions might be impaired, sending the nation into financial crisis.
In the final part of this paper we wish to chart a supplementary analytical pathway to those followed by these existing stories of the making of the Singapore interior. In doing so we draw upon Nikolas Rose's more general analysis of 'interior' realms in modernity. Extending the work of Foucault, Rose has shown how the 'private self', as he calls it, is subject to governing by way of a range of medical, sociological and psychological technologies (Rose 1989 , Miller and Rose 1997 , Rose and Osborne 1999 ). Rose's work is specifically relevant to advanced liberal democracies wherein consumption plays a central role in the making of subjectivity.
In such contexts, he argues, power does not simply operate to 'dominate, deny and repress', but works through the processes that form and enact subjectivity (1998, 151) . He argues that we can no longer think of clear divisions between 'the state' and 'private life' suggesting that the relations between "the self" and power…is not a matter of lamenting the ways in which our autonomy is suppressed by the state, but of investigating the ways in which subjectivity has become an essential…resource for certain strategies…of regulation' (152). In this sense, he exposes how in advanced liberal democracies there is a structure of 'governing through the freedom and aspirations of subjects rather than in spite of them' (155). As noted, Rose specifically contemplates these arguments in relation to consumption. Consumers, he argues, are constituted as 'actors' pursuing a certain 'quality of life' or 'life-style' by way of 'choice in a world of goods' (162). The commodity 'cast back upon those who purchased it' a certain 'glow' that says something of who they are or want to be.
' [D] esign, marketing and image construction' play a vital role in this exchange between goods and subjectivity and, most significantly, work to ensure that we are 'governed through the choices that we ourselves will make, under the guidance of cultural and cognitive authorities, in the space of regulated freedom' (166). In scholarship that directly extends this thinking to the sphere of public housing consumption, John Flint (2003) or 'grammar' of living (Flint 2003, 613; see also Rose 1991 and . This is turn provides the basis for 'arm's length' management of social housing populations, such that housing consumption becomes a site for the exercise of 'ethopower', a mechanism for 'shaping conduct' more broadly. It is to the shaping of this grammar fro living that we now turn.
Cultivating creativity
From 1972 through to the late 1989 the HDB published Our Home as bi-monthly magazine that was delivered free to every HDB household in Singapore and available for purchase at a minimal cost by non-HDB readers (Table 1 and Figure 1 ). The inaugural issue of Our Home magazine begins with a clear statement of purpose:
'"Our Home" is about you and others in HDB housing estates. You will get to know how much other people are like you, how other residents live, their problems and how to overcome them and about their achievements … what matters is that we all make that community something to be proud of, a healthy environment for our children…. "Our Home" can help us all build a better home!' (Editorial, Our Home, June 1970, 2).
Despite significant circulation numbers, there is no known study of the readership patterns for this magazine. Anecdotal evidence suggests it is likely that, as time went by, residents thought it increasingly superfluous to the way they lived in their increasingly familiar HDB-provided homes. Be that as it may, the magazine -and specifically the articles on interior design we deal with here -offers a unique window on to the fine-grained detail of living in HDB housing, and specifically the complex dialogue between HDB aspirations and those of the emerging 'home-owning democracy' its housing programme aimed to produce. In the following issue the featured flat was again owned by someone whose amateur efforts nonetheless managed to achieve a 'professional touch':
'If appearances are anything to go by, one look at Mr Wong's flat will lead you into thinking that you've stepped into an interior decorator's private apartment ….
His artistry and flair in doing up his home … has made it comparable to a professional decorator's' (Our Home 1981b, 18).
The article concluded that despite 'ambience', 'texture' and 'character' being qualities given just the right attention by Mr Wong, these were to him, 'just vague terms ' (19) . Here the intermingling of the ideal and real that constitute the modern interior is well illustrated in that individual home improvement efforts were overwritten with the discourses and visual language of a professionalised field known as 'interior design'. Furthermore, these 'designer' homemakers were called upon to act as models of how other Singaporean homeowners might conduct themselves in relation to their interiors. Thus the HDB resident was equipped not only with ideas of what they too might do in their flat, but also confirmation that one does not need to be a professional to create an 'interior design' effect. In this sense, we can see how the HDB sought to cultivate in the modern Singaporean home-owner the figure of the 'interior designer', a resident who is able to be an engineer of atmosphere (Baudrillard (2005 (Baudrillard ( (1996 , 25 and see Pennartz 1999) . This framework for delivering design principles put everyday interpretations and innovations centre stage of the Fitzgerald, who simply 'don't believe in storing junk' and only kept 'what they really need' (Our Home 1973b, 21-22) . In these examples the ethos of utility operated as a defence against clutter.
As Cwerner and Metcalfe (2003, 236) note, the elimination of clutter is not simply produced by the choice not to ornament, it is also a product of how one deals with the 'problem' of objects that fall frequently out of use, and which are in need of hiding ('storage'). Storage, they argue, 'is key to understanding how people create order in the home and the world' (Cwerner and Metcalfe, 2003, 229) . Our Home articles showcased numerous resident-devised innovations for clever storage including adding storage capacity to existing furniture and fixtures. For example, a very early article advised residents as to how they could 's-t-r-e-t-c-h that space' by using the space above the television for storage, or adding shelves to the back of doors, or fitting drawers below settees (Our Home 1973c, 15-16). Another resident advised readers to avoid, admittedly more economical, 'readymade furniture'. His built-in unit, it was observed, 'both acts as a utility and decorative item', and 'as [it] has numerous compartments and cupboards, it cuts down on clutter, as everything that was necessary but should be put out of sight was neatly tucked away in the cupboards' (Our Home 1977b, 21-22) .
Ornament
Although obsessed with the 'problem' of clutter, the HDB décor advice did not consistently promote the elimination of ornament. 'knick-knacks from Europe'. According to the article, this worldly display was less a product of 'design' than simply assembling the varied wedding gifts bestowed upon this household's by its well-travelled relatives and friends. As the article concludes:
'After a hard days work at the office, the Tohs are only too glad to come home to their comfortable haven with its distinctive min 'n' match décor of East and West' (Our Home, October 1987, 20) .
We have already discussed the problem of storage in the earlier HDB interiors, but storage is a system that is intended to deal with items that fall out of use (either temporarily or permanently). The ornament requires a different structure of housing for as long as it is on display its visual work in producing atmospheric effect is never done. While Singaporean housing emerged out of a modernism indifferent to display and ornament, the 'space sensible' display cabinet became an often featured item in Our Home. Through these articles it is clear that the Singaporean interior was full of collections and curios of various kinds, all of which needed to be displayed. Mrs
Meng, for example, chose to put her 'collection of odd pieces of beautiful crockery and pottery' in a 'teak sideboard' and a 'glass-fronted showcase in blackwood' (Our Home 1976b, 26) . Mr Wong, whose bespoke furniture we have already seen, elected to use a wall unit that not only hid clutter, but also displayed 'all the living room essentials like a TV set, stereo, books and curios' (Our Home 1977b, 22) . This hybrid system of storage and display was aptly expressed through an article entitled, 'Hide and Show'. The article features a kitchen renovation based on built-ins which could be used, on the one hand, to hide unpleasant-to-look-at kitchen utensils and 'odds and ends', but on the other hand, showcase those items one would 'love to show' on an 'elegant display shelf' (Our Home April 1980c, 14) .
In the final years of the interior decoration articles in Our Home, the drift toward an ever-more ornamented interior reminiscent of the very European interiors modernism deplored appeared almost complete. In an article entitled "The
Continental style" (Our Home June 1985) a home was featured in which, on entering, the visitor was 'transported at once to the atmosphere of a house in a small town in Europe' and brought back 'to the times of King Louis the fourteenth'. The owner, Mr
Chan, himself imported European furniture, no doubt servicing a growing local market. In another home featured we encountered the very first interior that was acknowledged not be to be the product the creativity of its owners but the 'Italianstyle' vision of a 'renovation contractor' (Our Home 1989a, 28-29) . individual expression has its limits, and that limit is contained within the interior.
Conclusion
The role of the interior in the development of a 'home owing democracy' in postindependence Singapore reminds us that aesthetic debates about interiors implicate far more than matters of style. They reflect, as well as shape, the social, political and economic spheres of life. Furthermore, modernist style, although based on and aspiring towards universally applicable design principles, was a situated production, both in terms of its 'ideals' and its various 'realities'. Indeed, the close relationship between modernist design principles and more widely conceived reforms meant that it was a style readily absorbed into a variety of political and social projects, including that of Singapore's post-independence programme to house a nation. In this practical enactment of the modern style, the interior came into being by way of a complex dialogue between the modernisms evident on drawing boards, those articulated in political rhetoric, those modelled in displays or captured in magazines, those constructed by bureaucracy, and those aspired to by residents. In this sense the practical making of the modern home in Singapore (as elsewhere) was a multi-media event.
In post-independence Singapore 'disciplinary modernisation' (Wee 2001) meshed with the 'discipline of the market' (Chua 1997 ) in a process of mass housing provision. In this system 'aesthetic elements' and the look of the interior played a special role within Singapore's wider developmental drive, acting both as a source and setting for change. Modernist highrise housing was not simply a constraint on a pre-given, but now mis-housed, Singaporean subject, but quickly came to be one of the key sites through which the post-independence Singaporean subject was made and made themselves. The Singaporean state played a significant role in this process, advising as it did on style and determining physical and aesthetic limits to the extent of creative expression. Yet the novice homeowner enthusiastically played their part too, carefully modelling their newly acquired interiors to their own aspirations. Indeed we hope that this paper has shown how the cultivation of the interior became central to the 'covenant' between people and state.
In the specific context of post-independence Singapore, the aesthetic objectives of interior design, as expressed through the amateur and quasi-professional efforts of the HDB and its residents, serve a localised, state-led project of ensuring that the residents of this novel, highrise, high-density environment know how to live in a 'proper' way. The articles in Our Home do not simply deliver a formula for creating modern interiors, they also furnish residents with the 'taste' equipment necessary to properly manage the consumption opportunities delivered into their hands by this new form of housing. Our Home sought then to develop the 'personal capacities' of subjects to be 'entrepreneurs of the self' (Flint, 2003, 614) . In this sense, the modern Singaporean interior was a product of the micro-politics of state, subjectivity and built form. In this process of governing the Singaporean interior it was transformed into a place where individual creative expression was at once cultivated and contained. As the pages of Our Home show, interior creativity needed to be carefully calibrated, such that the aesthetic and economic investments it entailed did not become excessive. Space constraints, concerns about appropriate ways of inhabiting highrises, and a state interest in keeping the exterior look and material integrity of estates, meant that creative interventions had to be restrained, permitting only specific colour palettes and judicious levels of ornamentation. That such restraint was needed, became only too clear when, in the 1980s, a task force found that the level of economic investment Singaporeans were making in home decoration and renovation was so excessive it was seen to threaten the very economic survival of the nation.
In finally concluding let us reflect back again to the HDB Gallery display which gave such prominence to the interior through its staged recreations of independence Singaporean home-maker, encouraged by the state, assembled interiors modelled out of meshing the professional with do-it-yourself, the new with the inherited, the modern with the traditional, the global with the local. Indeed, the modern Singaporean interior was often a fantasy creation drawing both on past times and other places. Within these interiors, any 'Asian-ness' evident was not linked to a residual or resistant cultural presence, but to consumer patterns which mixed and matched objects sourced in various Asian and South-east Asian localities with local interpretations of European interiors, both modern and traditional. Indeed, the alterity of Singapore's modernism lies firmly in its willingness to accommodate the very type of ornamented and phantasmagorical interior styling with which its European predecessor could not live.
